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RANCHO PALOS VERDES
OFRCE OF THE CITY MANAGER

CITYOFE

4 March 2014

VIA ELECTRONIC & U.S. MAIL

Niki Wetzel, Alce, Principal Planner
City of Rolling Hills Estates

4045 Palos Verdes Dr. N,

Roflling Hilis Estales, CA 80274

SUBJECT: Comments in Response to the Notice of intent to Adopt a Mitigated

Negative Declaration for the Proposed Peninsula Shopping Center
Revitalization Project at 1-80 Peninsula Center {PA-21-13)
wigd

Dear i\_ﬁg,,.Wefze?T

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes appreciates the opportunity fo commeni upon the
proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the above-mentioned project. We
have reviewed the inifia! Study (I8}, and offer the following comments:

1.

We understand that the noise study conducted for this project focused primarily
upon the construction and operation of the five (5) new “"satelfite” bufidings on
Pads 3, 48, 81, 82 and 83. Under the proposed Conditionatl Use Permit (CUP),
up to 17,000 souare feet of the proposed, future bulidings on Pads 3, 48, 81 and
82 could be occupied by full-service restaurants with on-site alcohet sales. The
noise siudy and MND conclude thet ihe construction and operational noise
assoctated with the "sateffite” buildings will not have significant impacts or
substantiafly exceed ambieni noise levels for sensilive receplors in the City of
Rancho Pelus Verdes (identified as Monltoring SHies 2 and 3 in Exhibit § of the
Hoise Assessment).

The City believes that i is reasonable to assume that full-service restaurants with
on-site alcohol sales are fkely to desire later hours of operation than would
similar establishments without on-site alcoho! sales.  Furthermorg, thesg new
restaurant uses would be located at the periphery of the shopping center, placing
them closer to surrounding residential uses.  Our concern is that operationat
noise levels (Le., parking lot nolse} for these fulure resfaurants during late
evening hours may have adverse noise impacts upon sensifive receptors in
Rancho Palos Verdas. Thase operationat noise levels may not be fully ‘masked”
oy ambient traffic noise in the late evening hours (when there is generally less
traffic on roadways surrounding the shopping center), as is suggested in Section

SOUA0 HAWTHORNE BV, / Rabono ¥ (GU)) 544-5208 f FAX (3T0) Bad-523
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2.3.2 {p. 18-20) of the noise study. Did the noise study consider the possibility of |
late-night operational noise irpacts for these potential, fulure restaurant uses? | RPV-1}
What limitations upon the hours of operation does the City of Roffing Hills Estates (cont ) |
expect impose upon these restaurant uses?

2. The City's Public Works Depariment offers the following comments on the traffic
and parking study;

The Traffic study should state that two (2) of the fourteen (14) study intersections
are within and maintained by the City of Rancho Paios Verdes. Similarly,
portions of indian Peak Road, Silver Spur Road and Crenshaw Boulevard are
within the jurisdictionai control of Rancho Falos Verdes,

Table 6-1: Related Profects List T
Update the list of related projects in Table 6-1 to reflect correct project status.
Also, please indicate the appropriate date of the related-projects research.

The praject irip generation associated with related projects will be updated per
revised/updated related projects for Rancho Palos Verdes.

Section 8.3 Ambient Traffic Growth Factor

The inciusion of both forecasted traffic generated by known related projects
combined with & consarvative 1% growth factor will grossly oversfate traffic @Z&J
conditions for future conditions for this area. This approach should be
reconsiderad.

Section 7.1 Prolect Tiaffic Generation

The traffic study does not mention the refationship between the Peninsula Center
and Peninsula High School, which is direetly across the street. Does the | [RPV-2e]
assumed 20% adjusiment factor applied for pass-by trips account for this |
refationship? =

a—

Flaure 7-1: Projest Trip Distribution
Jf is interesting that the project will not draw eny trips from the adipoent |
neighborhoods afong Sliver Spur Road &t Silver Amow Drive and Beechgate
Drive. Both intersections are the gatewsys to a large residential community.
Further, it assumss fhat 80% of the projest &ips will come from the north
{essentially, off ihe Penlnsula). This should be re-evaiuaied, given the existing |
traffic patterns on the Peninsuia. —F

| {RPVZF
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Section 10.0; Prolect Construction Analysis —“
This seciion should consider truck haul routes in the analysis, Consider
construction iraffic distribution and that Hawthorne Boulevard is an approved
hiaul route, and that loaded construction trucks are restricted from traveliing
northbound on Crenshaw Boulevard north of Silver Spur Road. The analysis
should show this.

Appendix A; Parking Analysis
Please include the raw parking analysis count sheets that substantiate the
Parking Demand Analysis.

Again, thank you for the opporiunity fo comment upon this important project. I you
have any questions or need additiona! information, please feel free to contact me at
(310 544-8226 or via e-mail at kif@ v, com.

Sincere;ty,

rd

y/

A

A 7

it Fox, a
Seanior Administrative Analyst

oel

Mavyor Jerry Duhovic and City Council
Carolyn Lehr, City Manager

Caroiynn Petru, Acting City Managert
Iichae!l Throne, Direclor of Public Works
Nicole Jules, Senior Engineer

t\Border § \Peninsula Center Revilizalion Projesti20140304_MNDComments.dog

BPV.29
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RESPONSES

RPV-1: As noted in Section VI(a) of the Initial Study, the closest sensitive receptors to the project
site are the residences along Silver Arrow Duve in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, which are
approximately 125 feet east of the project site, across Silver Spur Road. These residences may hear
occasional noise generated at the Peninsula Center parking lot, such as car door slamming, engine
start-up, alarm activation, tre squeals, and car pass-bys. Table VI-2 in the Inital Study identifies the
maximum Instantaneous sound levels generated by parking lot activities. At a distance of 125 feet,
instantaneous noise events can reach volumes of 47-62 decibels (dBA). Dunng daytime hours,
existing traffic noise on nearby roadways (measured as high as 73 dBA at these residences) would
largely mask noises from parking lot activity. Howevet, as noted by the commenter, should the
proposcci restaurants operate during the cvemn;, hours when traffic levels are reduced, nearby
residences may be exposed to patking lot noises. The maximum instantaneous noise at 125 feer is
estimated to be 62 dBA (outdoora) which is appn »ximately the level of normal human speech at 3
feet. Furthermore, interior noise levels would be reduced by 'xppm\,nntd\ 15-25 dBA to a level
that is in the range of rypnm! of urban/suburban nighttime environments.' Therefore, operational
noise was determined to be less than significant in the project’s Initial Study. Regardless, the City of
Rolling Hills Estates is recommending a condition of approval to hmit the hmm of operation to 10
p.m. Sunday through Thursday, and 11 p.an. on Friday and Saturday.

RPV-2a: The Traffic Impact Study does not identify the j:..z.z:isd*'cricm of any intetsections o street
segments. However, it is recognized that study intersections No. 13 (Indian Peak Road at Avenue of
the Perunsula} and No. 14 (Indian Peak Road at Crenshaw Bm.x.}.ev(a_r«.i) are located in and maintained
by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. Several other intersections and street segments along
Hawthorne Boulevard, Silver Spur Road, and Indian Peak Road are partly maintained and/or
located within the jurisdiction of Rancho Palos Verdes.

RPV-2b: The list of related projects used in the traffic analysis is provided in Table 6-1 of the traffic
study. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes was contacted in September 2013 to request a list of
potential related projects located within their junisdiction to be considered in the traffic study. City
of Rancho Palos Verdes staff provided a list of projects (dated May 15, 2013), which included the
project name, location, a brief description, and current status (for example, under review, approved,
under construction, etc.). The related projects information provided by the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes was included in Table 6-1 of the traffic study, and appropuately considered in the traffic
analysis in terms of potential vehicle trips that could result from these proposed development
projects.

As requested in the comment, a supplemental review was conducted of related projects in Rancho
Palos Verdes using the City’s website:  hup://www.palosverdes.com/rpyv/planning /planming-
zoning/index.cfm. For information purposes, Table 6-1 was updated to provide the current status
of the related projects in Rancho Palos Verdes. As shown on the updated Table 6-1, three of the
projects (RP5, RP7, and RP9) that were previously listed as “proposed” ot appioved are now
shown to be “under construction” on the updated Table 6-1. It is noted that this updated

! Pex the Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Noise: A Design Guide for Highway
Engineers, National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 117, outside to inside noise levels are typically
reduced by 17 dBA with open windows and 25 dBA \wth closed windows in typical residential structures.



mnformation does not change the analysis provided in the traffic study as the potential traffic from
these related projects (for example, refer to Table 6-2 in the traffic study) was previously considered
in the review of potendal impacts associated-with the Peninsula Center project. The change in status
(for example, from “proposed” to “under constructon”) does not change the trp generation
forecast. Therefore, the updated information regarding the status of the related projects in Rancho
Palos Verdes does not change the findings and recommendations provided i the traffic study tor
the Peninsula Center project. Ir is further noted that there are no new development projects within
the City of Rancho Palos Verdes identfied on the City’s website which were not previously listed in
Table 6-1 provided in the tratfic study.

RPV-2c: See Response to Comment RPV-2b.  As stated above, the analysis provided in the traffic
study — including the forecast of trip generation for the related projects — does not require revision
based on the updated status information for related projects in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes.
Also, no new projects were identified in Rancho Palos Verdes based on the supplemental review of
the City’s website.

RPV-2d: A 1 percent ambient traffic growth factor is reasonable and appropriate for the nature of
this short-term project buildout of less than three years in a limited study area and has been

ed In

RPV-2e: Both the Penmnsula Center and Palos Verdes Peminsula High School are identifi
Figure 1.1 of the Traffic Impact Study. The 20 percent adjustment factor is a conservative value
based on the lower end of the range identified in the ITE Traffic Generanon Handbook for all types
of pass-by/walk-in wip reduction rates, including off-site locations. In fact, the potential pass-
by/walk-in adjustment factor would be expected to be significantly higher if the reladonship of the
high school and the adjacent Peninsula Center was considered, which would have reduced the
number of net new trips further,

RPV-2f: The Traffic Impact Study did not distribute trips to Silver Arrow Road and Beechgarte
Drive based on a review of actual traffic volumes at the related intersections that indicated low side
street volumes In comparison to arterial traffic volumes. While it is understood that a small number
of project trips may be generated on cither street, the actual number of new trips would not
measurably change the level of service on the street or at the intersection(s). The project ttip
distribution was based on the 2010 Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan Trip
Distribution analysis for the subregion, and confirmed by the Rolling Hills Estates Traffic Engineer
in order to analyze worst-case scenarios on the major streets.

RPV-2g: As noted in Section 10.3 of the Traffic Impact Study, “the relative traffic impacts due to
construction of the project will be substantially less than that related to build-out of the project.”
Therefore, no further analysis or tdp distribution was required. Any potential construction traffic
impacts would be less than those required by the project itself and would be addressed by the
recommended mitigation measures.

RPV-2Zh: Raw parking analysis count sheets are on record at the City of Rolling Hills Estates for
public viewing. -
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WMarch 6, 2014

Niki Weizel, Planner
City of Roliing Hills Estates
Planning Department

' 4045 Paios Verdes Drive North
Roifing Hills Estates, CA 90274

Dear Ms. Wetzel:

13z ¥
LUS ANGELES. CALIFOR

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

FIRE DEPARTMENT

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, "PENINSUILA SHOPPING CENTER REVITALIZATION
PROJECT (PA-21-31)," IT CONSISTS OF AN EXPANSION AND REMODEL OF THE PENINSULA
SHOPPING CENTER, SOUTHWEST CORNER OF HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD AND SILVER
SPUR ROAD, ROLLING HILLS ESTATES (FFER #201400032}

The Mitigated Negative Declaration has been eviewed by the Planning Uivision, Land Development
Unit, Forestry Division, and Health Hazerdous WMelerials Division of the County of Los Angeles Firs

Department. The foliowing are their comments:

PLANMING DIVISION:
1 We have no comments at this time [EF-11
LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:
1. The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land
Development Unit, are the review of, and comment on alt projects within the unincorporated
arsas of the Counly of Los Angeles. Our emphasis is on the availebllity of sufficiend water
supplies for firefighting operations and local/regional access issues. However, we review alf
projects for issues that may have a significant impact on the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department. We are respansible for the review of all projects within contract cities (citles that
contract with the County of Los Angeles Fire Deparbment for fire protection services), We are
respeonsible for all County facilities, located within non-contract cities. The County of Los
SERVING THE UNMINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:
ACOURAHILLE  CRLABASRS  OIaviONuD BAR HIDDEN HILLS LARAGA  MALBY POMORA SIGHAL HILL
ABYERIR CARSGN QUARTE HUNTIRGTON PARK LA PUSNTE MWD RCHO PALOG VERDES SOUTH EL MONTE
28R EL MDRTE INDUSTRY LAREWOOD NOQFAALK ROLLING HRLS SOUTH BATE
BAd DN PARK GARDERR NGLEWOOD LANGASTER PRLMOALE ROLLING HILLS £STATES TEMFLE CITY
[ GiLENISORA RWINGALE TAYAMDRE RALOEG VERDES ESTATES ROBEMEAT YaRLRUT
BELL DARDENS TAVRIAR GARDENS 1A CARALA FLINTRIORE LOMI e PARANMDUNY Skt GRAAS WEST HOLLYWOOD
BELLELOWER HAWTHORMNE LA HAGRA, LYNHOOD FICC RVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLANE VILLAGE
BRUGBURY . WHITTIER
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Angeles Fire Department, Land Devslopment Unit, may also comment on conditions that may

be imposad on a project by the Fire Prevention Division, which may create a potentially ,Fc%ft)
significant impact to the environment. ]
2. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit's comments are only
general requirements. Specific fire and Iife safety requirements will be addressed at the ro-3
buitding and fire plan check phase. There may be additional requirements during this time. |
3. The development of this project must comply with alf applicable code and ordinance ] E:D_Aj
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants. o
4. This property is located within the area described by the Forester and Fire Warden as a Fire
Zone 4, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). All applicable fire code and FD-5

ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire fiows, brush
clearance and fuel modification plans, must be met.

|

w

Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Depariment apparatus by way of atcess
roadways, with an all-weather surface of not less than the prescribed width. The roadway
shall be extended to within 15¢ feet of ali portions of the exterior wallts when measured by an
unobstructed route arpund the exterior of the building.

[

The maximum allowabie grade shall not excesd 15% except where lopography makes it
impractical to keep within such grade. In such cases. an absohute maximum of 20% will be m
allowed for up to 150 fest in distance. The average maximum zllowed grade, ncluding

topographical difficuities, shafl be no more than 17%. Grade breaks shali not exceed 10% in

o

ten feet. p—

7. Fire Depariment requirements for access. fire flows and hydrants are addressed during the j Eh8
building permit stage,

8. Fire sprinkler systems are required in some residentiat and most commercial cccupancies, [
For those ooscupancies not requiring fire sprinkler systems, i is strongly suggested that fire )

sprinkler systems be instafled, This will reduce potential fire and life losses. Systems are now
technically and economically feasitie for residential use.

I

g The development may require firs flows up to 5,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per
square inch residual pressure for up to a five-howr duration. Final fire flows will be based on.
the size of buildings, its relationship to other structures, property lines, and types of
construction used.

g

18, Fire hydrant spacing shall be 300 feet and shall mest the following requirements:

a) No portion of iot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular access from a
public fire hydrant, FR-11

o} No-portion of a building shall axceed 400 feet via vehicular access from a properly
spaced public fire hydrant.
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<) Additionat hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified distances.
d)  When cul-de-sac depth exceeds 200 feet on a commercial street, hydrants shall be FD-11
required at the carner and mid-block. {cont)

&) A cul-de-sac shail not be more than 500 feet in length, when serving land zoned for
commercial use.

11, Tuming radii shall not be less than 32 feet. This measurement shall be determined at the -~
centerline of the road. A Fire Department approved turning area shalt be provided for afl
driveways exceading 150 feet in-length and at the end of all cul-de-sacs.

I

12. Al on-site driveways/roadways shall provide a minimum unobsiructed width of 28 feet, clear-
to-sky. The on-site driveway is 10 be within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls of the
first story of any huiiding. The centerfine of the access driveway shall be located parallel to
and within 30 feet of an exterior wall on one side of the proposed structure.

13, Driveway width for non-rasidential developments shall be increased when any of the foliowing
conditions will exist:

2} Provide 34 feet in-width, when paralle! parking is allowed on one side of the access
roadway/driveway. Preference is that such parking is not adjacent to the structure.

b Provide 42 feet in-width, when parafie! parking is allowed on sach side of the access "
roadwaytdriveway E0-14

¢} Ary access way less than 34 feet in-width shall be iabefed “Fire Lang” on the final

recording map, and final building plans,

B

For sirgets or driveways with parking restrictions: The enfrance o the streetidriveway
and infermittent spacing distances of 150 feet shall be posted with Fire Department
approved signs sfating "NO PARKING - FIRE LANE" in three-inch high letters.
Driveway labeling is necessary 1o ensure access for Fire Department use.

14. Al proposals for traffic calming measures (speed humps/bumps/cushions, traffic circles, ]
reundabouts, etc.) shall be submitted to the Fire Depariment for review, prior to FD-15
implementation, ’ ]

18, Disruptions to water service shafl be coordinated with the County of Los Angeles Fire ]
Depariment and alternate water sources shall be provided for fire protection during such @Z@
disruptions.

18. Submit four sets of plans showing the proposed development, indicating all points of -

ingressfegress access for the circulation of traffic, and emergency response issues.

17.  Should any guestions arige regarding subdivision, water systems, or access, please contact
the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit Inspector, Nancy
Rodehefier, at (323) 890-4243 or at nrodeneffer@fire.lacounty.gov. '
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18. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit, appreciates the EB351
opportunity to comment on this project.

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS;

1. The statutory responsibifities of the County of Los Angeies Fire Department, Forestry Division
include erasion controi, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, E@
fuel modification for \Yery High Fire Hazard Severily Zones of Fire Zone 4, archeological and
cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts in these areas
need o be addressed.

1. Based on the provided inforrmation the Health Hazardous Materials Division fias no objection fo FE5T
the proposed project.

tt you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 880-4330

Very truly yours,

A T
_#.._. W (l,.'.‘c"‘jm... ‘F\? w2

i

FRANK VIDALES, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION BERVICES BUREAL

PV

10



RESPONSES
FD-1: The department’s Planning Division’s statement of “no comments at this nme” is noted.
FD-2: The responsibilities of the department’s Land Development Unit are noted.

FD-3: The sratement “Specific fire and life safety requirements will be addressed at the buiding and
fire plan check phase” is noted.

FD-4: Requirements are noted.

FD-5: The presence of the site within 2 Very Hligh Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFFSZ) and the
corresponding code and ordinance requirements are noted.

FD-6: Comment noted. The project’s Conditions of Approval will include this requirement.
FD-7: Comment noted. The project’s Conditions of Approval will include this requirement.

FD-8: The statement that “requirements for access, fire flows and hydrants are addressed during the
building permit stage” is noted.

FD-9: The suggestion that project buildings include fre sprinkler systems 15 noted.

ED-10: The potental fire flow requirements are noted.

FD-11: Fire hydrant requirements are noted.

FD-12: Comment noted. The project’s Conditions of Approval will inclade this requirement.
FD-13: Comment noted. The project’s Conditions of Approval will include this requirement.

FD-14: Comment noted. The project’s Conditions of Approval will include these requirements.
Currently, the proposed site plans do not include parallel parking.

FD-15: Comment noted. The project’s Conditions of Approval will include this requirement.

FD-16: Comment noted. The project’s Conditions of Approval will include this requirement.

FD-17: Plan check submittal requirements atre noted.

FD-18: Contact information noted.

FD- 19: Remarks noted.

FD-20: The responsibilities of the department’s Forestry Division are noted. The project’s Initial
Study evaluates the project’s impacts on erosion control (subsections IX and XI), watershed
management (subsection XI), rare and endangered species (subsection VII), VHFHSZ concerns
(subsection X), and archaeological and cultural resousces (subsection VIII). The County’s Oak Tree

Ordinance does not apply to the project, as it lies within the incorporated City of Rolling Hills
Estates.

11



FD-21: The department’s Health Hazardous Materials Division’s statement that it has “no objection
to the proposed project” is noted.

12



31 Cypress Way
Rolling Hills Est
March 10, 2014

WNiki Wetzel, AICP

City of Roalling Hills Estates
4045 Palos Verdes Drive North
Rolling Hills Estates. CA 90274

Re- Peninsula Shopping Center Revitalization Project (PA-21-13}

Deay Mrs, Wetzel:

With respect 10 Revitalization Project, (PA-21-13). the proposal 1o convert the present. non-vehicular,
shopper friendly "paseo’ area between Buildings and #24 (signage Paseoy into another vehicular
detveway, offers fivle benefil in exchange for 2 substantial loss 1o pedestrian shoppers.

Please note that the present Paseo walkway ~
= is a pleasant area that encourages adult walking and attention to children under & vaulied cane

that provides both sun and shade,

containg well-used tables and chairs m a peaceful setring enabling those enfovi

L\md\ treats 1o do so whﬂe seated dﬂd l&ld“x(‘d - as well as shoppers needing 10 p

we cream angd
s Loy consider g

L2

‘ade ar e «

:ent 10 vehicle iraffl
tainties, The p 20 ared provid
t end of the Peninsila shopping district. As well, 11
s beside shops. Destroying these user-friendls
donable vehicle waffs 18 10 Be a poor trade

Al of which helps w offs
congestion, pollution and ,
communiy benefits to the no

awrrent trend towards attractive walking
addittonal 24 fout wide driveway with olje

In addition. the small parking area which serveg gs the Sunday Parmer’s Market is frequemtly
during the week and the lanes between parking rows are quite narraw, There is virtually no toom o pas
a car that is atiempting to back up or that is walting for 2 space, resulting in slow movement through this
arca  Ifthe Paseo is converted info a driveway with many more vehicles attempting to access this su
parking lot, the cars will back up into the lanes adjacent 1o the stores in the farger parking lot bord
Paviions and Rite Ald  This will uot only cause frusirating congestion in the larger parking ot but wall
impede pedestrians attempting to access the stores  Pedestrian safety with regards to driver impatience
beconres 2 real issua here.

As a suggestion, when evaluating the developer’s requests [or varjances, possibly City Officials might
consider maintaining the existing Paseo as part of the quid pro quo.

Sincerely,
\&fwz @'}/,Cg, 7’%

Jim Forsythe

13




RESPONSES
JE-I: The commenter’s opinion is noted.

JF-2: The commenter’s opimons and observatons regarding the existing “paseo area” on-site are
noted,

JE-3: The small parking lot used by the Fammer’s Market has been redesigned as part of the project
to reduce the occurrence of congested aisles. In addigon, the driveway through the Paseo will
provide an additional point of ingress and egress to that lot, allowing drivers to avoid remurning
through the parking area when exiting. The parking lot aisles have been designed to meet current
parking lot driveway standards.

JE-4: The commenter’s suggeston is noted.

14
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CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ESTATES
e PLANNENG DEPARTMENT
4045 Palos Verdes Drive North

_-Rolling HllEs Estates, CA 90274
- Telephone-{310) 3&771-1577
o 00T = 3 -0 37;7(-—4468

: i WWW. Rollmnglls £ v
GRADING APPLICATION -
THIS GRADING PERMIT REVIEW SHALL AUTHORIZE ONLY THE GRADING WORK REQUESTED

AND SHALL NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF OTHER STRUCTURES SHOWN ON THE GRADING
PLAN.

OWNER Vestar Development co. DATE 9-10-2013
ENGINEER PRC Engineering, Greg Cooke LICENSE# (38478
CONTRACTOR Not Known at this time LICENSE #

LOCATION SEC Hawthorne Boulevard and indian Peak road

PROJECT DESCRIPTION _ Removal of an existing watkway and installation of a drive isle, walkway, and

lot modifications.
YES NO
EXTENT OF GRADING
A.  WILL THIS APPLICATION INVOLVE THE IMPORTATION OF . x
ACCEPTABLE FILL MATERIAL?
1. IF YES, HOW MANY CUBIC YARDS? CUBIC YARDS
B.  WILL THIS APPLICATION INVOLVE THE EXPORTATION OF X
EARTH MATERIAL?
2. IFYES, HOW MANY CUBIC YARDS? _ 410 CUBIC YARDS
X

C. WILL THE AMOUNT OF FILL EQUAL THE AMOUNT OF CUT?
EXPLANATION




D.

E.

A
B.

WILL THIS PROPOSAL CUT INTO AN EXISTING SLOPE?

1. IF YES, WHAT IS THE MAXIMUM LENGTH AND DEPTH OF CUT

SLOPE?
LENGTH DEPTH
2. IF YES, WHAT IS THE RESULTANT RATIO?

3. IF YES, WHAT IS THE TOTAL NUMBER OF CUBIC YARDS
BEING REMOVED?

WILL THIS PROPOSAL FILL AN EXISTING SLOPE?

1. IF YES, WHAT IS THE MAXIMUM LENGTH AND DEPTH OF THE

FILL SLOPE?
LENGTH DEPTH
2. IF YES, WHAT IS THE RESULTANT SLOPE RATIO?

3. IF YES, WHAT IS THE TOTAL NUMBER OF CUBIC YARDS BEING

FILLED?

HYDROLOGY

WILL THIS PROPOSAL ALTER NATURAL DRAINAGE PATTERNS?

WILL THIS PROPOSAL RESULT IN CONCENTRATION OF STORM
WATER RUN-OFF?

WILL STORM WATER BE DISCHARGED INTO AN ACCEFTABLE
DRAINAGE FACILITY?

WILL THIS PROPOSAL RESULT IN FLOW PATTERNS WHICH CAUSE
WATER TO BE DIRECTED ONTO ADJACENT PROPERTIES?

1. IF YES, HAS THE WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THESE
PROPERTY OWNERS BEEN OBTAINED?

WILL THIS PROPOSAL INSURE POSITIVE DRAINAGE AWAY FROM
ALL STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS?

WILL THIS PROPOSAL ADVERSELY AFFECT THE HYDROLOGY OF
OTHER PROPERTIES?

<
1Tl
o

|
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G. WILL THIS PROPOSAL RESULT IN ANY EROSION?

I

1. IF YES, WHAT MEASURES HAVE BEEN TAKEN TO ENSURE
EROSION PROTECTION?

EXPLANATION A SWPPP will be prepared in conformance with State

Requirerments

GRADING METHODS
A. WILL THIS PROPOSAL REQUIRE THE USE OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT? X
1. IF YES, WHAT MACHINERY WILL BE USED?

EXPLANATION Loader, Scraper , water truck, dump frucker, backhoe, dozer

B. WILL THIS PROPOSAL INVOLVE THE USE OF TRUCK X
TRANSPORT?

1. IF YES, WHAT CAPACITY OF VEHICLE AND WHAT HAUL ROUTE
IS REQUESTED?

CAPACITY: Notknown  cyBIC YARDS

HAUL ROUTE Not known at this time

C. DESCRIBE METHODS OF DUST CONTROL TO BE EMPLOYED DURING
GRADING.

EXPLANATION Water truck per the SWPPP

GRADING COMPATIBILITY

A WILL THIS PROPOSAL RESPECT AND PRESERVE NATURAL X
AMENITIES, INCLUDING TOPOGRAPHY, LANDSCAPING AND
NATURAL FEATURES?



WILL THIS PROPOSAL PRESERVE OPEN SPACE AND RESPECT
RESPECT THE PRIVACY OF SURROUNDING PROPERTIES?

EXPLANATION Work is not within an open space area

WILL THIS PROPOSAL INCORPORATE EXISTING AND/OR ADDITIONAL
LANDSCAPING TO ENSURE COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING
PROPERTIES?

EXPLANATION existing landscaping will not be impacted

WILL THIS PROPOSAL RESPECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE VIEWS?

WILL THIS PROPOSAL COMPLY WITH THE OBJECTIVES OF THE
NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBILITY ORDINANCE?

EXPLANATION

WILL THIS PROPOSAL COMPLY WITH ALL CONDITIONS AND
REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ESTATES
GRADING ORDINANCE (MUNICIPAL CODE 17.07.010)7

formsfgrading updated 10/23/07
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ATTACHMENT 3



" City of Rolling Hills Estates

Peninsula Shopping Center Revitalization Project

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
S Period of Mouitorin Monitori ..
Mitigation Measures . o g ng Comments | Date | Initials
” Implementation | Responsibility Procedure

Mitigation Measure AES-1: Prior to the
issuance of a building permit for any of the
proposed new buildings, a lighting plan showing
conformance with Chapter 17.42 of the Rolling
Hills Estates Municipal Code shall be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Director.

Prior to the
issuance of a

Building Permit(s)

City of Rolling
Fills Estates
Planning
Director {or
designer)

Planning staff shall
review lighting plans
and conduct sire
inspections after light
fixtures ate (nstalled
to ensute compliance
with this measure,

Mitigation Measure GEO-L Prior to the
issuance of building permits, the City of Rolling
Hills Estates Building Official {or designee) and
the City of Rolling Hills Estates City Engineer
(or designee) shall review and approve a
geotechnical study and final design plans for the
project site. The geotechnical study shall satisfy
Policy 1.7 and Implementation Measare 1.5.1 of
the Safety Element of the Rolling Hills Estates
General Plan in evaluating and designing for
fault zones (e.g., buildings for human occupancy
must be set back a minimum of 50 feet from
those faults that are shown to be active or from
fault traces where the risk cannot be
determined). The review of final design plans
shall ensure that earthquake-resistant design has
been incorporated into final site drawings in
accordance with the most current California
Building Code, the recommended seismic design
parameters of the Structural Engineers
Association of California. Ultimate site seismic
design acceleration shall be determined by the
project structural engineer during the project
design phase.

Priot to the
i1ssuance of a
Building Permit(s)

City of Rolling
[Hills Estates
Building
Official {or
designee) and
City of Rolling
Flills Estates
City Engincer
{or designec)

The Building Official
{or designee) and the
City Engineer {or
designee) shall review
the required
geotechnical stady
and final design plans
to ensure compliance
with this measure.




" Gity o Rolling Hills Estates

Mitigation Monitori

Peninsula Shopping Centet Revitalization Project
ing and Reporting Program

Mitigation Monitoring Reporting
s Period of Monitoring Monitotin . -
Mitigation Measures . e g Comments | Date | Inidals
» Implementation | Responsibility Procedure

Mitigation Measure GEO-2; Prior to the
issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall
submit a geotechnical report to the City for
review and approval. The geotechnical teport
shall evaluate the potential for expansive soils to
exist on-site and shall recommend design and
construction techniques to address the shrink-
swell potential of soils. The applicant shall
comply with all of the recommendatons of the
geotechnical report approved by the City to
ensure that pad and lot design meets acceptable
standards.

Prior to issuance
of a Grading
Permit

City of Rolling
IHills Fstares
Building
Qfticial {or
designee)

The Building Official
{or designee) shall
review the required
geotechnical study
and final design plans
to ensure compliance
with this measure.

Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Prior to issuance
of a grading permit, the City Building Official
shall ensure that the project’s construction plans
inchude features meeting the applicable
construction activity best management practices
(BMPs) and erosion and sediment control BMPs
published in the California Stormmmater BMP
Handbook—Construction Aetivity or equivalent, If
construction activities occur between Qctober 1
and April 15, the project applicant shall prepasce
and submit 2 Wet Weather Erosion Conttol Plan

to commencement of construction activities.

to the City Building Official at least 30 days priot

Priot to issuance
of a Grading
Permit

City of Rolling
ITills Tistates
Building
Offscial (or
designec)

The Building Official
{or designee) shall
teview the
construction plans,
proposed BMPs, and
Wet Weather
Erosion Control Plan
(1f necessary) to
ensure compliance
with this measute.




City of

Peninsula Shopping Center Revitalization Project

Mitigation Moni

oring and Reporting Program

Mitigation Monitoring

Reporting
‘Mitigation Measures I Period Gf. Momt(}vr 08 ) Mo_mtormg Comments | Date | Initials
: mplementation | Responsibility Procedure
Mitigation Measure HYD-2: As required by Prior to issuance | City of Rolling | The Building Official
Municipal Code Section 8.38.105, prior to of a Building Hills Tstates {or designee) shall
issuance of a building permit, the project Permit Building review the required
applicant shall submit a Stormwater Mitigation Official {or Stormwater
Plan to the City Building Official for review and designee) Mitigadon Plan to
approval. The Stormwater Mitigation Plan shall ensure compliance
identify the best managemeant practices (BMPs) with this measuze.
to be implemented during project operation. The
project Stormwater Mitigation Plan must also
demonstrate compliance with the pollutant-
specific Total Maximmum Daily Load waste load
allocations in effect for the Machado Lake
subwatershed as well as the maximum extent
practicable (MEP) standard for other pollutants
of concern.
Mitigation Measure HYD-3: Prior to issuance | Pror to issuance | City of Rolling | The Building Official
of a certification of occupancy, the project of a Certificate of | Tlills Estates {on designee) shall
applicant shall provide the City Building Official | Occupancy Building review the required
with a best management practices (BMP) Official {or BMDP maintenance
maintenance plan, consistent with Standard designee) plan to ensure
Urban Stormwater Management Plan (SUSMP) compliance with this
requirements, for review and approval. measure,

End of Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
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Rolling Hills Estates approves $12 million Peninsula Center revamp

By Nick Green, Daily Breeze )
Wednesday, March 19, 2014 DailyBreeze.com

The Daily Breeze (http://www.dailybreeze.com)

Rolling Hills Estates approves $12 million Peninsula Center revamp

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES >> A $12 million makeover of struggling
Peninsula Center that will revamp the look of the elderly strip mall
and add retail space has won the conceptual approval of city officials.

“The improvements will take place over the next year,” said Niki
Wetzel principal planner for Rolling Hills Estates, in the wake of Monday’s tentative approval of the
project by the Planning Commission. The panel will formally sign off next month on what is the first
significant improvement to the landmark mall in about two decades.

The work will see the addition of three new outlying pad buildings and revamp two others that currently
exist, resulting in the addition of about 24,400 square feet of additional retail space to the
294,000-square-foot mall, Wetzel said.

In addition, a pedestrian colonnade is slated for removal so that there is improved vehicular access linking
the northerly and central portions of the mall on the 25-acre site at the intersection of Hawthorne
Boulevard and Silver Spur Road. Sidewalks will flank the 24-foot-wide road.

The facade of the mall, which dates to the mid-1950s, will also receive an overhaul, as will the
landscaping.

But the property is pocked with vacancies, including the Pier 1 Imports location, one of the mall’s larger
stores that recently closed its doors.

Jeff Axtell, vice president of acquisitions and development for Phoenix-based Vestar, did not return a call
from the Daily Breeze seeking comment.

The company acquired the mall last year for $87.3 million and pledged to upgrade the property.
No members of the public spoke in opposition to the project at Monday’s public hearing, Wetzel said.

However, one resident did object in writing to the removal of the pedestrian-friendly colonnade for what is
essentially a new road.

It's hoped the improved vehicle access will help bring new retail life to the shopping center.
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